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Editors and Critics
JOHN Y. SIMON*
In the beginning, Boyd created volume 1 of The
Papers of Thomas Jefferson, at least so far as modern
American historical editing is concerned. No other
editorial production in this country had won such
immediate scholarly acclaim or had such wide-ranging
consequences. Today we still feel the reverberations
of this 1950 event, primarily because President
Harry S. Truman's enthusiasm for Julian P. Boyd's
achievement led to the strengthening of the National Historical Publications Commission.
The revitalized commission, encountering an era
of expansionism in universities and scholarly agencies, when money was available and prestige a desirable goal, spawned a host of editions inspired by the
Jefferson. Commission sponsorship encouraged public
and private support necessary to launch these undertakings, and the availability oflimited grant funding
beginning in 1964 through the NHPC itself apparently provided the stability needed to insure the
completion of comprehensive editions based upon
the best available scholarship. Gradually the commission found itself the leading patron of long-term
multivolume compilations that no other funding
agency could or would see through to completion.
Foundations, institutions and agencies might share
the commission view of the significance of the
projects but lacked the capacity or willingness to
make commitments for so many years. Appreciation
of the commission projects permeated the historical
community. Reviews of the volumes were almost
uniformly laudatory, if naive, but what editor could
complain of a chorus of praise for his work, even
when hosannas were lifted from t~e dust jacket?
Twenty years of fairly steady applause were followed by a decade during which historical editing
received an increasing amount of unfavorable academic criticism. I propose to review a portion of this
criticism, concentrating on the part that has general
application to this field, drawing on only a few
criticisms of individual volumes or projects when the
comments appear to have more general implications.
Indeed, we appear to have entered a period of
open season on historical editing. The review section
of any major historical journal may contain enthusiastic praise of a four-hundred-page monograph that

• John Y. Simon delivered this address as outgoing president of the Association for Documentary Editing at the
third annual meeting in Madison, Wisconsin, in October.

, seeks to establish that the Hay-Pauncefote treaty
was far more important than any of us dreamed,
acclaim for a book that asserts either that women
were oppressed in Peoria or Norwegians in Milwaukee,
and considerable fault-finding with the latest volume
of the papers of Benjamin Franklin or of John C.
Calhoun. One recent article surveying commission
projects consisted almost entirely of an anthology of
unfavorable reviews, buttressed with the obligatory
academic caveats from favorable reviews: 1
After some preliminary skirmishing in journals,
the battle had opened in 1971 with Jesse Lemisch's
complaint about the proliferation of the papers of
"Great White Men.,,2 Reflecting the concerns of the
1960s, Lemisch complained that the projects sponsored by the NHPC failed to meet the need for
history written "from the bottom up" and further
failed to uncover the roots of American radicalism, a
deficiency easily remedied by scrapping the papers
of the Founding Fathers and diverting the scholarly
and financial resources to editions of the diaries of
ordinary seamen during the American Revolution.
Proponents of historical editing had drawn freely on
conventional patriotic rhetoric during the honeymoon period to justify the preparation of scholarly
monuments to great Americans. Some of these
statements proved embarrassing to historical editing during the Vietnam and Nixon years. In any case,
broad generalizations about the nature of the American past were largely irrelevant to the work of
editors themselves, involved in assembling, not manipulating, a documentary record. Although the editions did focus on extraordinary Americans, the
incorporation of incoming correspondence opened
windows on the lives of many of their obscure
countrymen, previously ignored or unknown. Editors
often exaggerated their own detachment from the
documents or failed to realize the incorporation of
their values in annotations, but no major edition
deserved to be labelled tendentious.
Lemisch set the tone for much of what followed. In
calling for a radical redirection of historical editing,
he ignored the mandate and nature of the commission. Although the commission had earlier created a
few editorial projects, intending to supply complete
support, those dealt exclusively with the formation
of the federal government. Other projects it endorsed
or funded had emerged in partnership with other
institutions. On the whole, commission projects
reflected what historians wanted to edit and what
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institutions were willing to support. As the commission developed a large and diverse family of projects,
the need for matching funds provided an effective
form of birth control.
Lemisch's salvo coincided with the opening of a
depression decade for professional historians. Years
of expanding college enrollments had been overmatched in history departments eager to train new
historians. The plight of unemployed historians
suggested to their mentors the desirability ofgovernmentfinanced historical projects for historians, but not
those currently underway, for which new holders of
the doctorate might be ill prepared or which were
already fully staffed. If only commission funds could
be redirected, they thought, something socially
useful might be accomplished. "It is a pity," complained one reviewer, "that in the present hard times
the money and talent devoted to these often trivial
documents are not freed to produce history more
directly and more profitably." "I believe that money
'spent on such projects," he continued, "could be
better spent on microfilm editions of collections and
on research support for articles, monographs, and
books of broad synthesis and interpretation.,,3
Another critic suggested, apparently seriously, that
commission funds could be better employed in
4
compiling oral histories of retired railroad workers.
The idea that current documentary projects were
expensive permeated much of the criticism directed
against them, though few stopped to consider the
basis for comparison. Editors bore the burden of
scrutiny of their budgets for the expenditure of
public funds when most other scholars did not.
Computations of the cost of each volume of documents could have been balanced against the real cost
of books written by tenured professors employed to
devote part of their time to research; these statistics
might be more impressive by including their less
productive colleagues. James Ford Rhodes was, characteristically, the first American historian I know of
who commented on the high cost of writing history;5
hiding the cost in an educational and institutional
web has not made it any cheaper.
Projects launched during the honeymoon generation were almost invariably long-term in nature. In
the following decade, however, the commission
failed to fulfill the bureaucratic laws of growth and
I development. When its mandate and budget doubled
to encompass a records program (and the NHPC
became the NHPRC), this was of less interest and
concern to historians and editors-though it should
not have been. Consequently, commission members
and staff faced the prospect of nurturing projects
created by others which claimed almost all of the
editing budget and they seemingly chafed at thei~
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role in tending a garden which only the oldest had
helped to plant and only the youngest could expect
to see fully harvested. Eager to launch new ventures,
some grew impatient with existing projects.
Impatience led to suggestions that the documents
be made available at once on microfilm, printed (if at
all) selectively, and that annotation be reduced in
volumes that survived the onslaught. If no single one
of these propositions represented an outrageous
demand, nonetheless together they constituted something new in the field: pressure from critics and
funders alike-a fearsome alliance-for different
treatment of the documents. However constructively intended, the result was to raise the spectre
that extraneous considerations would exercise intellectual control over the nature and practice of
editing. Commission projects, which ranged from
the seventeenth to the twentieth centuries and
included a wide variety of docume,nts, had flourished
under expectations of diversity in which the single
demand had been for excellence, not uniformity.
Finally, the commission itself sponsored a study
by outside consultants that reflected the impatience
of some commission members and staff, but carried
this to exaggerated lengths by recommending measures to speed the work along-most of which had
long since been implemented by the commissionand urged placing all projects on timetables for
productivity, disregarding their diversity and individuality.6 If adopted, these recommendations would
change the commission from a sponsor to an adversary of historical editing. By forcing multivolume
projects into greater selectivity with arbitrary completion schedules, the report implied, the commission could eventually spend more money on shortterm endeavors currently in demand. The authors of
the report forgot that when the winds of fashion
blow as briskly down the corridors of the NHPRC as
they do in foundation offices, the commission will
desert its original purpose; nothing so superbly right
as the expensive scholarly monuments now under
construction will ever be possible again. No doubt
many bureaucrats grumbled while compilers of the
Official Records ofthe Union and Confederate Navies spent
forty-three years producing thirty-one volumes. The
bureaucrats are forgotten; the books are indispensable to research and a credit to the U.S. government.
Federally funded documentary publications in the
nineteenth century saved from oblivion words written on paper which has long since disappeared.
Modern editors perform much the same function,
adding to their mandate documents in private hands
and obscure places whose preservation is even more
at risk.
But if preservation alone were the goal, cheaper

means could be found. The dawning of the honeymoon period of modern historical editing coincided
with remarkable technical advancement in photocopying and its rapid availability throughout the
country. The concentration of reliable copies of
documents from around the country-and often
beyond its borders-in a central location increased
enormously the capacity of editors to approach
comprehensiveness in research. Microfilm-first
dramatized as an instrument of historical revisionism by Whittaker Chambers-could serve either as a
collection device for documents to be edited for
publication or as the actual product. Many critics
urged the use of microform as an alternative to
traditional letterpress publication. The commission
itself eventually pushed for a halfway covenant of
comprehensive microform and selective letterpress
edi tions. Discussions of microform first or book first
recapitulated many agruments of the debate in less
exalted circles over premarital sex.
To some extent, the debate over microform versus
printed editions represented a struggle for prestige
and control. Some historians who preferred to base
their work upon unpublished sources argued for
filming rather than printing the products of documentary projects. Proponents of microform sometimes wrote as if they wished to employ historical
editors as erudite truffle hounds, sniffing out delicacies for others to consume. No proponent, however, offered to disseminate the results of his own
research in microform. "Whenever [I] hear anyone
arguing for slavery," said Abraham Lincoln, "I feel a
strong impulse to see it tried on him personally.,,7
Publication of key documentary sources interrupted
a cycle of monographic production in which theory
and revision employed historians who in turn employed
the same unpublished documents. Microfilm made
these documents more accessible without robbing
them of their scholarly virginity; publication in
context, analyzed, annotated, and indexed, apparently diminished their value to scholarly Luddites.
The foregoing should indicate my dissatisfaction
with some criticism of historical editing in the past
decade. It should not, however, indicate a distaste
for any criticism. Socrates taught us that the unexamined life was not worth living; we have learned since
that the examined life is frequently quite unpleasant.
Too many historical editors long pursued their craft
in relative isolation from the work of others, especially those outside the field of American history. As a
result, they tended to avoid introspection about
what they were doing, why and how they planned to
accomplish their work. In one sense, at least, criticism was long overdue. Unfortunately, most of it
came from those who ignored or failed to under-

stand what the editing was designed to accomplish.
One critical article directed special attention to the
formation of the Association for Documentary Editing,
a "dangerous" move which "further balkanizes the
profession and institutionalizes jealousy."s The authors
assumed that ADE represented nothing more than an
effort to draw commission wagons into a circle rather
than a decision to involve editors in several disciplines
in an exploration of common problems. Membership
in ADE required no pledge that editors withdraw from
the American Historical Association or the Modern
Language Association, and membership in the latter
groups in turn did not preclude membership in such
dangerous and balkanized organizations as the State
Historical Society of Wisconsin. Virtually all specialized fields today attempt to reach out to other disciplines for new ideas and techniques; editors need
more rather than less of this.
The very fact that the BoydJefferson inaugurated a
new era in American historical editing constituted a
source of both strength and weakness. Boyd's success led to emulation of his technique and tended to
discourage exploration of alternatives. The line of
historical editions stemming from theJefferson tended
to neglect the lessons learned by those editing in
other fields. Historical editors needed to look beyond
Edmund Wilson for an appraisal of the efforts of the
9
Center for Editions of American Authors. Too
many glanced with dismay at vetting and sealing; too
few carefully examined the underlying principles.
Probably the ablest criticism of the past decade
has come from G. Thomas Tanselle, who used the
standards of American literary editors to judge the
transcription policies of those in the historical field. 10
His devastating arguments quickly claimed the attention of historical editors. Some reacted as if the
Japanese had again struck Pearl Harbor; more sought
to repair their damaged vessels by altering, improving, or explaining transcription policies with a clearer
understanding that inconsistent or silent alterations
designed for "the reader's convenience" more often
represented the critic's opportunity. We may eventually come to regard Tanselle's article as the single
most important step forward in American historical
editing since the publication of the first volume of
the BoydJefferson.
In the future, we can hardly expect a return to the
honeymoon period of uncritical reception of historical editing, and I doubt that this would be desirable
if possible. Under the best circumstances, criticism
will be better informed, more closely attuned to the
matters at hand, and more constructive in purpose.
For too long, reviewers of historical editions for
professional journals treated them as above or beneath
critical appraisal: above criticism because of their
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noble purpose, magisterial scholarship, and obvious
value to other researchers; beneath criticism because
they were considered mere compilations, mechanically arranged, carrying no intellectual baggage other
than that of the documents themselves. Surveying
academic historians in the late 1960s, Walter Rundell
encountered many who believed that documenta~
editing provided "a refuge for unambitious scholars."
The belated discovery that work of such scholarly
drudges would stand on library shelves longer than
most other books-if only because of commission
standards on paper quality-forced American historians to take a closer look at the underlying rationale.
Much of the criticism of the past decade may be an
overreaction to the lavish praise of the honeymoon
period but not all lacked insight. Although one
article complained that in recent years the commission made only "the most glacial change in direction," 12
it could be argued that the direction of change during
the past decade has been influenced more by Lemisch
than by Boyd. In retrospect, American historians
may be grateful both for the change in direction and
also for its glacial quality.
The current battle for congressional reauthorization and reappropriation of the NHPRC has forced
many both inside and outside historical editing to
rethink their positions on the commission and its
projects. As Samuel Johnson pointed out, "when a
man knows he is to be hanged in a fortnight, it
concentrates his mind wonderfully." Editors, archivists, and other historians quickly formed a coalition
to save the commission and found support almost
everywhere they carried their cause. Ironically, most
public and congreSSional support stemmed from
commission sponsorship of the editions most heavily
criticized during the past decade. Those who sniped
at commission projects with the hope of redirecting
funding now realized that if the NHPRC goes to the
gallows, the Pentagon is the only heir. The enormously gratifying response to the call for preservation of the NHPRC will, I hope, lead to its continuation and also to a broader understanding of its
programs and accomplishments which will benefit
the entire field of historical editing, practitioners
and consumers alike. The need to close ranks against
barbarians should force editors to respond thoughtfully to their critics and force critics to recognize
their heavy responsibilities.
Editors and their critics should, we hope, put the
past thirty years in perspective. The fruits of the
NHPRC consist of over three hundred volumes,
some better edited than others, but all contributing
toward a better understanding of the American past.
Those who have edited some of them know that the
contents have as yet been meagerly exploited by
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other historians and that these veins will continue to
yield ore when all the current debates over funding,
scope, and technique have long since subsided.
1. FredrikaJ. Teute, "Views in Review: A Historiographical Perspective on Historical Editing," America" Archivist
43 (1980):43-56.
2. Jesse Lemisch. "The American Revolution Bicentennial and the Papers of Great White Men," AHA Newsletter 9
(1971): 7-21.
3. John C. Burnham in American HistoriCflI Review 84
(1979):548; ibid. 85 (1980):274.
4. Teute. p. 56.
5. James Ford Rhodes, Historical Essays (New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1909). p. 78.
6. Henry F. Graff and A. Simone Reagor, Docllmentary
Etiiting in Crisis: S01IIe Reflections and Recommendations (Washington: National Historical Publications and Records
Commission, March 1981).
7. Roy P. Basler et al., eds., The Collected Works 0/ Abraham
Lincoin (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 19531955),8:361.
t 8. Richard H. Kohn and George M. Curtis III, "The
Government, the Historical Profession, and Historical
Editing: A Review," Reviews in AmeriCfln History 9 (1981):151.
9. Edmund Wilson, "The Fruits of the MLA," The Devils
and CIInon &rhmn (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux,
1973), pp.154-202.
10. G. Thomas Tanselle, "The Editing of Historical Documents," Sttuiies in Bibliography (1978):(1]-56.
11. Walter Rundell, Jr., In PllrJllI't 0/ American History
(Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1970). p. 263.
12. Kohn and CurtiS, p. 151.
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"One is reminded of the clerics who started this
publishing tradition, especially of the Benedictines
of the French Abbey of St. Maur, who 350 years ago,
at the suggestion of Erasmus, began to collect, edit,
and publish all the works of the Fathers of the
Church, both Latin and Greek, in giant folios that
came from the abbey for more than 100 years in
ivory vellum covers, like a long procession of robed
abbots." From D.J.R. Bruckner, "The Grand Projects," The New York Times &ok Review, October 18,
1981, a discussion of university presses and their
publication of big books and multi-volume ~ditions.
We are intrigued by a description of "Empty
Words" by John Cage, "a 10-hour monologue (plus
breaks) that consists of displaced phrases, words,
syllables, letters and sounds drawn by chance operations from the 'Journals' of Henry ~vid Thoreau. . . .
Someone says the whole last section is based on
Thoreau's punctuation, rather than his text." Lon
Tuck, The Washington Post, September 30, 1981.

Founding Fathers Projects Incorporate
The projects editing the papers of the Adams
family, Benjamin Franklin, ThomasJefferson,James
Madison, and George Washington have incorporated in the State of New Jersey as the Founding
Fathers Papers, Inc. The primary purpose of the
corporation is to raise funds for the collective support of these projects and to enable them to accept
grants as a group.
The decision to incorporate came soon after the
group received a grant from the Andrew W. Mellon
Foundation in March 1980. The grantor advised the
editors to organize themselves into a legal entity in
order to facilitate additional collective searches for
funding. But the move in this direction had begun
even earlier, in November 1979, after the National
Historical Publications and Records Commission
changed its policy and set ceilings on the grants that
could be made from Commission funds to the
Founding Fathers projects. These limited sums provided approximately half of the total budget for each
except for the Washington project, which receives
no financial support from the NHPRC.
The NHPRC began awarding grants to the Founding Fathers projects only in 1975, after a large grant
given them by the Ford Foundation expired. The
Ford grant had resulted from the following recommendation of the Commission in 1964: "The projects to publish the papers of the Adamses, Franklin,
Hamilton,Jefferson, and Madison, now enjoying the
highest priority, should be financed through to
completion by means of capital funds granted by
private donors directly to the sponsoring institutions. . . . The total cost of implementing this
recommendation would be in the neighborhood of
five million dollars." Ford contributed two million
dollars, but additional funding was not forthcoming.
That grant carried the projects through 1974; the
Commission then took over funding. RealiZing that
these projects constituted a disproportionate drain
on its resources after funding for its grant program
had been frozen by Congress, the Commission set
the abovementioned ceilings despite the projects'
priori ty designa tion. In response to this decision, the
Founding Fathers group, except for the Hamilton
Papers, now virtually completed, decided to seek
private funding to supplement over the next three
years the fixed sums from the NHPRC. Their subsequent Mellon proposal emphasized that a threeyear award would constitute a "bridge grant," allowing time to secure more stable forms of support. The
Mellon grant was designed to supplement the grants

from the NHPRC and, in the case of the Washington
Papers, from the National Endowment for the
Humanities.
After the Mellon award was announced, the editors
and representatives of their sponsoring institutions
began holding meetings to carry out its terms. Since
the NHPRC held the Mellon money for the consortium, and since four of the projects expected to
continue receiving supplemental awards from the
NHPRC, at least one representative from that agency
attended all meetings. In the fall of 1980, before the
national elections, this group made its decision to
seek funding as a corporate entity.
The Commission's 1964 recommendation to have
the sponsoring institutions receive grants directly
now ran counter to modern institutional fundraising.
Most sponsors did not want the editorial projects to
seek funds in competition with the institution. A
proposal from the Franklin project, for example,
asking for a grant to Yale University for that work,
might compete with a proposal from Yale's development office for a grant for another purpose. In order
to avoid this potential conflict, the sponsoring institutions and NHPRC favored the idea of having the
projects incorporate in order to receive grants as an
entity. Any funds received could then},e held by any
one of the sponsors, or by the NHPRC. After
officials at the University of Virginia and Princeton
University explored their respective state's incorporation laws, the group decided to accept Princeton's offer to handle the procedure without charge.
Meanwhile, the group prepared a joint proposal to
submit to various foundations in order to locate
funding before the Mellon grant ended. Although
the consortium, cognizant of the strain on the
NHPRC, hoped eventually to obtain full funding
from the private sector, as before 1975, the consensus was that the projects must for the time being
continue to depend upon the NHPRC for a basic
level of support-as all other supported projects do.
Soon the Reagan administration's recommendation
of zero funding for the NHPRC put more pressure
on the group to seek full funding from private
sources. This now seemed the practical thing to do,
but realists in the group doubted that the corporation would achieve complete and immediate success.
Even if it did, the Founding Fathers would always be
dependent upon the NHPRC for continued endorse. ment, for research assistance, and for professional
association in advancing the cause of documentary
editing. The heavy burden laid on private philan-
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thropy by governmental cuts in support for scholarship and creative effort, however, makes all fund
raising more difficult. We believe that continue~
funding for the NHPRC by Congress is essential for
the survival of these projects as well as many others.
Thus the Founding Fathers editors and sponsors
have joined fully in the appeal to Congress, urging
continued funding for all NHPRC programs, and we
remain committed to this effort.
W.W. ABBOT
CHARLES T. CULLEN
ROBERT A. RUTLAND
ROBERT]. TAYLOR
WILLIAM B. WILLCOX

Looking Backward
In The Endeavour Journal ofJoseph Banks, 1768-1771
(Sydney, Australia: Angus and Robertson, 1962),
1:144-145, editor J.e. Beaglehole comments on an
1890s edition of Banks's journals by Sir Joseph
Dalton Hooker:
Nothing can dim the botanical fame of Hooker,
but at this time he was in his late seventies (he was
born in 1817 and died in 1911) and his long and
remarkable scientific career had never embraced
any training in the treatment of historical documents. He was at a stage indeed when an eminent
Victorian acted with vigour and entire lack of
remorse. It is consequently difficult to forgive him
for what he did. In his preface he marks, "I have
largely exercised my duties as editor in respect of
curtailments." He exercised his duties with red
ink. These volumes are not a journal, they are a
scene of carnage: a sort of battlefield, where
stricken battalions lie inanimate and bleeding, and
mutilated captives, dragged from massacre, are
forced beneath the triumphant general's yoke.
Whole paragraphs, whole pages are scored through:
what was left, Hooker did not hesitate to rewrite.
It
edltof'sdUty. to secure proper grammatical observance, proper spelling, a proper regard to
the decencies. Certainly one may read Hooker's
edition without a blush, for either Banks's syntax
or his morals . . . . Hooker, in his 457 pages,
reduces a text of something like 260,000 words to
about 175,000 . . . . The three volumes at Kew
remain an awful witness to a large conception of
duty.
-GARY E. MOULTON

was an
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The United States
and Russia
An unusual collaboration in documentary editing
is described by David M. Griffiths in his review of The
United States and Russia: The Beginning of Relations,
1765-1815, ed. NinaN. Bashkinaetal. (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1980) and its Russian
language counterpart published in Moscow. The
joint publication was sponsored by the U.S. State
Department, the National Archives, and the Kennan
Institute of the Woodrow Wilson Center, and by the
Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Main Archival
Administration, and the Academy of Sciences.
One peculiar problem resulted from an agreement
that documents could be included "onlv bv mutual
consent." The Soviets vetoed a letter from Louisa
Catherine Adams to Abigail Adams complaining
about the morals and manners of St. Petersburg
society in 1810, a diary entry by an American
Legation secretary who complained about travelling
conditions in Russia in 1811, and a letter in which
Chief Justice Marshall argued for barriers to keep
Russian influence out of Central Europe. The American editors responded by nixing 20 documents" of
minimal intrinsic value."
In his extensive review, Griffiths also notes translation problems in the American edition and questions a decision to omit previously published material. The William and Mary Quarterly 38 (October
1981):725-730.

Exemplary Citations
Charles T. Cullen, "20th-Century Technology and
the Jefferson Papers," Scholarly Publishing 13 (October
1981):45-53, adapted from a paper given at the
NHPRC's May 1981 conference in Philadelphia on
modern technology and historical editing.
i.]. King, "The Use of Computers for Storing
Records in Historical Research," Historical Methods
14 (spring 1981):59-64, describes a project at the
University of Cambridge which is experimenting
with computer storage and searching of transcripts
of documents concerning a village in Essex.

Awards
dedicated group of co-workers, but that is simply
to say that he has chosen his staff well, imbued
them with his own commitment, and held them to
his own high standards.
We therefore nominate for the Julian P. Boyd
Award the editor's editor, Arthur S. Link, who has
set the standard for our generation of editors as
Boyd did for his generation and has made an art of
the craft of documentary editing.
Arthur Link receiving the Boyd Award from Louis Harlan.

The ADE's first awards ceremony was held during
the October 1981 annual meeting.
Arthur S. Link of Princeton University was unanimously chosen by an ADE committee to receive
the first Julian P. Boyd Award. The award in honor of
the father of modern historical editing is to be given
every three years for "a distinguished contribution
to knowledge of American history and culture."
In presenting Dr. Link with a certificate and check
for $500 on behalf of the committee, Louis R.
Harlan made the following remarks:
Professor Link's contributions to knowledge of
American history are so numerous that we shall
mention only a few: his multivolume biography of
Woodrow Wilson; his seminal article on the survival of Progressivism in the 1920s that forced a
historical reconsideration of that decade; his many
essays and his outstanding textbook; his service on
the NHPC for four years; his major part in the
founding of the Association for Documentary
Editing. The chief reason we nominate him, however, is his magnificent achievement as editor and
director of the Papers of Woodrow Wilson, his
crowning scholarly achievement. Not only is he
setting a fast pace of publication, with thirty-six
volumes now published and nine others in the
works, but he has done this with deliberate speed,
with balance, with grace. Instead of signs of haste,
his volumes show reflective judgment in selection, self-restraint in annotation, and meticulous
care in the authentication of the text. He could
not have accomplished this without a talented and

Ray Smock presented Distinguished Service Awards
to Charlene Bickford and Michael Richman for their
outstanding efforts to keep members informed about
recent federal actions affecting documentary editing.
The recipients are co-chairs of the Coalition to Save
Our Documentary Heritage, of which the ADE is a
member.
Ray Smock also announced that a Distinguished
Service Award would be presented in Washington to
Oliver Wendell Holmes, former executive director
of the NHPC, in recognition of his fostering interest
in documentary editing.
A long-overdue certificate of honorary life membership will be sent to Donald Jackson in Colorado.
ADE's steering committee voted to honor the retired
editor of The Papers of George Washington with this
membership in April 1979.

Ray Smock congratulating Charlene Bickford and Michael
Richman.
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Summary ofADE Annual
Business Meeting
Madison, Wisconsin
October 9, 1981

The annual business meeting convened at 11 :00 AM
with 74 members present. The secretary-treasurer
reported that the ADE has adopted a fiscal year of
July I-June 30. The financial statement reveals that
the newsletter expenses use approximately twothirds of the annual dues of $15. No recommendation, however, was made to increase dues.
Weare continuing our negotiations with the
Internal Revenue Service for tax-exempt status.
Once this is achieved we will be able to reduce
postage expenses and save in other ways, such as
exemption from retail sales tax.
Charles Cullen suggested a sustaining membership category as a good device for increasing our
income. Arthur Link added that a patron membership class should also be established. The members
approved of a sustaining membership of $2 5 annually
and a patron membership of $50 annually. Sustaining and patron members will be listed in the ADE
Newsletter.
The members present overwhelmingly adopted a
set of by-laws submitted by the Constitution and Bylaws Committee composed of Warren Billings, George
Rogers, and Ray Smock. These by-laws contain
some "housekeeping" provisions not covered in the
Constitution such as the establishment of a fiscal
year, limits on compensation for officers and members, duties of officers, business operations, function
of committees, and procedures for amending bylaws. Persons interested in obtaining a copy of the
by-laws should write to the secretary-treasurer.
Charlene Bickford reported for the Committee on
Federal Policy and described the status of the NHPRC
legislation. She also reported that initial hearings
would be held on legislation to separate the National
Archives and Records Service from the General
Services Administration.
John Kaminski reported for the Committee on
Education and introduced a resolution regarding the
NHPRC's Institute for Historical Editing which is in
its last year of funding from the Mellon Foundation.
The members present discussed the possibility of
ADE taking over the operation of the Institute if
funding could be obtained for the program. The
following resolution was passed:
1. Resolved, that ADE investigate the feasibility of
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assuming primary responsibility for the summer
editing institute contingent on raising the necessary funds; and, toward this end,
2. Resolved, that an ADE committee be appointed
to investigate the format and location of future
institutes, and work with the NHPRC to raise
funds for the institutes beginning in the summer
of 1983.
Richard Showman reporting for the Committee
on the ADE "Guide," urged editors who have not
done so to send Mary-Jo Kline any in-house style
sheets or guides on editorial method that they use on
their own projects. Very few editors have responded
to Mary-Jo's request published in earlier issues of the
ADE Newsletter. Editors should send the information
to: Dr. Mary-Jo Kline, 200 West 79th St., Apt. 14-B,
New York NY 10024.
David Nordloh discussed the current status of the
"Guide" project. Research and site visits to editorial
projects are well underway. Writing should begin in
the spring. The entire "Guide" committee will
receive an outline of the work and see the completed
manuscript, although the primary reviewers will be a
sub-committee composed of Nordloh, Paul Smith,
and David Chesnutt. Final decisions regarding publication and selection of a publisher will be left to the
ADE Council.
John Simon introduced a resolution regarding an
experimental job placement service that ADE will
conduct. David Hirst of the Papers o/Woodrow Wilson
has agreed to serve as placement officer. The resolution was unanimously passed. Details can be found
elsewhere in this Newsletter.
Frank Burke introduced a resolution (printed
elsewhere in the Newsletter) regarding the death of
Lester]. Cappon. It was passed by a rising vote and a
moment of silence.
The place of the annual meeting for 1982 will be
Columbia, South Carolina. The exact dates will be
published in a future issue of the Newsletter. The
committee on meetings is considering an offer to
hold the 1983 annual meeting in Baltimore.
Frank Burke (NHPRC) and George Farr (NEH)
discussed the current status of funding for historical
editing projects in light of the uncertainties of final
congressional action on budgetary matters. Frank
Burke reported that his staff had developed several
contingency plans depending on the level of funding
that would finally be approved. George Farr explained
that NEH appropriations had been cut, but it was
too soon to predict how much this would affect
historical editing programs since some parts of the
NEH program would be more heavily cut than
others.
-RAY SMOCK
secretary-treasurer

Treasurer's Report
1 July 1980-30 June 1981
Revenue Collected
Dues
Boyd Award Fund
NHPRC Grant
Interest received
Misc. contributions
Convention receipts
Total

News from Washington
$3,082.50
1,200.00
1,000.00
22.37
1,665.12
2,627.50
$9,597.49

EXpenses Paid
Newsletter
Printing
Postage
Manuals and
publications
Photocopying
Secretarial services
Office supplies
Legal and accounting
Convention
Action alerts (mailing)
to.embers and others
Correspondence with
.embers of Congress
ADE Manual Committee
Travel
Bank charges
Total

7.50
$8,881.60

Excess of Revenue Collected
. Over Expenses Paid

715.89

Net Worth, Beginning of Year
Net Worth, End of Year

$2,925.96
237.30
534.80
365.26
21.63
100.00
194.62
130.00
2,025.12
1;504.47
150.00
684.94

$2,884.84
$3,600.73

President Reagan has nominated William]. Bennett,
director of the National Humanities Center in North
Carolina, to be the next chairman of the National
Endowment for the Humanities.
At this writing, uncertainty continues over the
amount of grant funds that will be available to the
National Endowment for the Humanities and the
National Historical Publications and Records Commission in fiscal year 1982. Although the fiscal year
began in October, none of the appropriations bills
has yet been passed.
Lacking firm budget figures, the NHPRC held its
October meeting as a teleconference. The Commission voted to split whatever grant funds are approved
equally between the publications program and the
records program. According to the November issue
of Annotation, the Commission also "recommended
tentative awards based on various possible funding
levels. As soon as the funding level is known, the
awards will be announced. . . . They decided to
hold a regular meeting as soon as possible after
learning the funding level for the remainder of this
fiscal year."
A new description of the programs of the National
Endowment for the Humanities, including a schedule of grant application deadlines and a statement
ofNEH procedures, is entitled Overview ofEndowment
Programs and is available from the NEH Public Affairs
Office, MS 351, 806 15th Street, NW, Washington.
DC 20506.
Geoffrey Marshall, "The Humanities and the Federal Government," Humanities 2 (October 1981):1821, is a condensed version of NEH's report to the
Presidential Task Force on the Arts and the Humanities.

Raymond W. S.ock, Secretary-Treasurer
15 S~ptember 1981

Constitutional
Amendment Adopted
'The voting has been completed, and the new
Article X "Restrictions and Requirements for Maintaining Tax-Exempt Sta tus," has been approved by a
vote of 184 for, 1 against. The secretary-treasurer
wishes to express his thanks for the prompt response
to the mail ballot.

New Officers
Officers for the coming year are:
President: Don L. Cook
Past-President: John Y. Simon
President-Elect: Charles T. Cullen
Secretary-Treasurer: Raymond W. Smock
Director of Publications: Kathleen Waldenfels
A list of committees will appear in the February
issue.
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Job Placement
The following resolution was passed at the business meeting:
1. The ADE will provide assistance in job placement
to members for one year on an experimental basis.
2. All members interested in using this service
should send 10 copies of a resume (not to exceed 3
pages) to the placement officer, and should include a
covering letter conveying additional information
which they would like the placement officer to
know.
3. All ADE members are asked to be on the alert for
positions in editing and in related fields for which
ADE members may possess special qualifications

and to send this information to the placement·
officer.
4. The placement officer will either send resumes
directly to prospective employers or inform applicants of job openings-whichever procedure seems
likely to be most effective.
5. The placement officer will report to the next
ADE business meeting as to whether the experiment
should be continued and recommend modifications
if appropriate.
6. David W. Hirst of The Papers of Woodrow
Wilson, Firestone Library, Princeton University,
Princeton NJ 08544, has graciously consented to
serve as placement officer.

Editing Fellowships and Institute
The National Historical Publications and Records
Commission announces the 1981-1982 competition
for fellowships in historical editing. Participating
projects are The Samuel Gompers Papers (University
of Maryland) , The Papers of Thomas Jefferson (Princeton University), The Daniel Chester French Papers
(National Trust for Historic Preservation, Washington DC), and The Papers of George Catlett Marshall
(George C. Marshall Research Foundation, Lexington VA). Fellows receive a stipend of $13,000 and
spend 12 months in training at one of the projects,
beginning in thesummerofl982. Candidates should
hold a Ph.D. in an appropriate field of history or
should have completed all requirements for the
doctorate except the dissertation. Applications are
available from the NHPRC, National Archives,

Washington DC 20408. Application deadline: 15
February 1982.
The eleventh annual Institute for Historical Editing will take place 13-25 June 1982 in Madison,
Wisconsin. Jointly sponsored by the National Historical Publications and Records Commission, the
University of WisconSin-Madison, and the State
Historical Society of Wisconsin, the institute will
provide detailed theoretical and practical instruction in documentary editing. Applicants should hold
a master's degree in history or American civilization.
A limited number of full and partial study grants are
available. For information and application forms,
write to NHPRC. Application deadline: 15 February
1982.

Exemplary Citations
Herbert A. Johnson considers whether the technique of calendaring is particularly appropriate for
the publication of court records in a review of the
first 3 volumes of David Thomas Konig, ed., Plymouth
Court Records, 1686-1859, 16 vols. (Wilmington,
Delaware: Michael GlaZier, Inc., in association with
the Pilgrim Society, 1979). "Because of the limited
market for printed court records and the rising
expense of publication," he concludes, "calendaring
may be the best hope for putting early American
legal history sources into printed form." William and
Mary Quarterly 38 (October 1981):730-735.
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G. Thomas Tanselle, "Textual Scholarship," in
Joseph Gibaldi, ed., Introduction to Scholarship in Modern
Languages and Literatures (New York: Modern Language Association, 1981).
James Thorpe, The Use of Manuscripts in Literary
Research: Problems ofAccess and Literary Property Rights,
2d ed. (New York: Modern Language Association,
1979).
Arthur Friedman, "Principles of Historical Annotation in Critical Editions of Modern Texts,"
English Institute Annual, 1941 (New York, 1942), pp.
115-128.

Editors and Their Work
SHARON SMITH MACPHERSON. associate editor of
The Papers of Andrew jackson, has won the Philip M.
Hamer Award of the Society of American Archivists.
The Society makes the award annually to an outstanding junior editor. W. SPEED HILL and ELIZABETH
K. WITHERELL have been appointed to the Committee on Scholarly Editions of the Modern Language
Association.
.
NHPRC Fellows in Historical Editing for 19811982 are SUSAN M. DEEDS (Documentary Relations of
the Southwest), Roy E. FINKENBINE (Papers of Black
Abolitionists), NANCY LEE MATTHEWS (Documentary
History of the Supreme Court), TERRY 1. SHOPTAUGH
(Documentary History of the Ratification of the
Constitution), and MICHAEL K. HONEY (Freedmen
and Southern Society). DAVIDF. TRASK. formerly the
Historian of the State Department, is now Chief of
the U.S. Army Center of Military History. His successor as head of the Office of the Historian (Foreign
Relations ofthe United States) has not yet been named.
PAUL THEERMAN recently joined the Joseph Henry

Papers as an Assistant Editor. ARTHUR P. MOLELLA,
formerly Associate Editor, became Curator of Electricity in the Museum of American History in May.
The 1981 Book Show of the Association of American University Presses includes the first volume of
The Papers ofAndrew jackson, designed by Jim Billingsley of the University of Tennessee Press. This
volume also won in the 1980 Southern Books
competition.
A. BEAULIEU of the Centre National de la Recherche
Scientifique, Paris, spoke on "Problems of Scholarly
Editing: 17th Century Science and the Correspondence of Marin Mersenne," at the Museum of American History in October. Considered a "national
monument" in France, the project was proposed
shortly after the turn of the century, published a first,
volume in the early 1930s, and will soon be complete
with the publication of volume 16. LENNY REICH of
the Papers of Thomas A. Edison spoke on "Documentary Editions in the History of Science and
Technology" atJohns Hopkins University in September.

In Memory
Whereas, Lester J. Cappon devoted his life and his
career to the pursuit of truth and the encouragement
of excellence in his historical, archival and, indeed,
his personal life; and
Whereas, Lester Cappon foreswore the ease and
comforts of retirement on two occasions when such
retirement was due, and instead continued to devote
his time and energies to the task of enlightening this
and future generations to the solemnity and importance of their inheritance as citizens of the United
States; and
Whereas, in the twilight of an already illustrious
career, LesterJ. Cappon committed himself to assisting a struggling young organization, the Association
for Documentary Editing, by assuming the burdens
of its presidency for the year 1980, and provided it
with the wisdom and leadership qualities that he had
developed over his long career; and
Whereas, the Association was saddened to learn of
the death on 24 August of our mentor, colleague,
and friend,
Therefore, be it resolved, that the Association for
Documentary Editing, its officers, Council, and

members, assembled at its annual meeting, expresses
sadness and dismay at the departure of Lester Cappon
from its midst, and requests that the President of the.
Association convey to the surviving heirs of Lester
Cappon the text of this resolution, accompanied by
an expression of condolence on the part of the
Association's members.

As t is issue was going to press, we earne 0
death in Washington on November
of OLIVE
WENDELL HOLMES, 79, executive director of the National Historical Publications Commission for 1
years before his retirement in 1971. Although Dr.
Holmes was unable to attend the IDE's recen
meeting in Madison, he was honored there with a
Distinguished Service Award in gratitude for his
many contributions to the field of documentary
edi .

2'
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First Patron Member

James Thurber
on Published Letters

We are pleased to announce that Mr. Ralph G.
Newman of Chicago, President of the Ulysses S.
Grant Association, has been enrolled as the ADE's
first patron member.
To ensure adequate funds for the Newsletter and
other ADE activities without raising regular membership fees, the ADE recently added two membership categories-sustaining ($25) and patron ($50).
We urge members who can afford to do so to
consider switching to one of the new categories.
Names of sustaining and patron members will be
announced periodically in the Newsletter.

"It is only when a man's letters are published after
his death that they have any effect and this effect is
usually only on literary critics. Nobody else ever
reads a volume of letters and anybody who says he
does is a liar. A person may pick up a volt'me of
correspondence now and then and read a letter here
and there, but he never gets any connected idea of
what the man is trying to say and soon abandons the
book for the poems of John Greenleaf Whittier."
Helen Thurber and Edward Weeks, eds., Selected
Letters ofJames Thurber (Boston: Little, Brown and
Company, 1981).
-RAY SMOCK

**

A breakfast for ADE members attending the Organization of American Historians convention in Philadelphia has been tentatively scheduled for 8 AM on
Thursday, 1 April 1982, in Parlor C on the second floor
of the Franklin Plaza Hotel. If you wish to attend please
notify Ray Smock in advance.

ADE Memberships
The Association for Documentary Editing was
founded in 1978 to "encourage excellence in documentary editing by providing means of cooperation
and exchange of information among those concerned
with documentary editing and by promoting broader
understanding of the principles and values underlying the practice of documentary editing." Membership is open to any person interested in documentary
~rune

editing upon payment of one year's dues.
To join the ADE or to begin an institutional
subscription to the Newsletter, please circle the appropriate category and send the form with payment to
Ray Smock, Secretary-Treasurer, History Department, University of Maryland, College Park MD
20742.

___________________________________________________

Adm~

________________________________________

Telephone _____________
Affiliation ______________
Amount enclosed _______
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Regular $15

Student $7.50

Sustaining $25

Retired $7.50

Patron $50

Institutional subscription
to Newsletter $15

